The three-volume book is destined to become an irreplaceable collection for philologists and other scholars for many years to come.
The formalists noticed the "petrification" of the word, its "necrosis", drew attention to the fact that the "sensibility" of the word was lost.
Therefore, V.B. Shklovsky called his early book "Resurrection of the Word", wishing to emphasize the idea of returning a fresh, non-trivial sound to the word. V.B. Shklovsky embodied this idea in the concept of "estrangement". Here was a connection with the futurists' fixation with the "self-valuable word".
OPOJAZ is one of the most striking branches of the formal school in Russian literary criticism. They faced an exacting task:
"To revive the poetics" (Eikhenbaum, 1987: 378) , and for this it was necessary ". (Kaverin, 1966: 90) .
"Construction", certainly. This gave the formal school that "brilliant one-sidedness", which W. Erlikh (Erlikh, 1996) if before he "recklessly said that the work is 'the sum of devices', now I think that literature is a 'system of systems" (Shklovsky, 1970: 232) . And yet the opposition of the material to the device, not only a sharp but well-argued opposition, became one of the most fruitful ideas in literary criticism of our century, by the way, in due time it was not fully appreciated by the teaching literature methodologists, for whom the main opposition was "form/content".
Obviously, the formula "The content of an artwork is exhausted by the sum of its stylistic devices" was deliberately polemical. When this formula was implemented in literary criticism, it certainly acquired a wider application, embracing traditional categories as well.
The usage of a new methodology seemed to be very promising in the analysis of the plot, a category that was previously considered a category of content. In 1918, Shklovsky began working on the article "The Relationship between Devices of Plot Construction and General Devices of Style".
He contrasted the plot and the storyline, and thus embodied one of the main oppositions "material/ device" in a more concrete and visual one: "plot/ fabula". Further development of these ideas was given in the book "The Plot as a Phenomenon of Style".
Following Shklovsky, many formalists believed that to understand how "the thing is made, constructed" means to find those universal criteria using which any work could be evaluated.
Shklovsky also believed or pretended that he believed that he knew the real, right "rules" on which literary works were molded. When Shklovsky wrote that Yuri Olesha's "Envy" was "wrongly made", he thereby exposed himself to some extent: literature is always "wrong", rightness in literature is tantamount to a template, rather than a "device". He was at odds with himself, because for Shklovsky, too, the main device was "estrangement", the transformation of a thing into something new under the unorganized, nontrivial, "strange" view of the literary hero behind whom the artist stands. Formalism and formal school in the official school methodology were considered unacceptable, but methods and techniques were widely used.
In the 1920s they were accepted literally by all methodical schools. Their direct representative in the school methodology was I. Plotnikov, though he understood at what time he was living and was ready for compromises. In the 1920s Plotnikov proposed: "The healthy harmonization of sociological and formal methods, with the former studying the historical genesis of the work, and the latter -the work itself, is the most appropriate solution..." (Plotnikov, 1924: 35) . words" (Granik, 2007: 19 
